Migration to a Five County Southern Ohio Area: A Working Paper by Thomas, Donald W.
1 . . ' 
J . 
l 
MIGRATION TO A FIVE COUNTY 
SOUI'HERN OHIO AP.EA: 
A WORKING PAPER 
by 
Ibnald W. Thanas 
Dept. of Agricultural Economics 
and Rural Sociology 
Ohio Agricultural Research and 
Developnent Center 
March 1978 
ESQ Number 461 
MIGRATION 'ID A FIVE COlNI'Y SOUI'HERN OHIO AREA: 
A WORKING PAPER 
by D::mald W. Thana.s 
Introduction 
A new trend in rural-urban migration has been evident in various parts of 
. ' 
the United States since about 1970. U.S. Census Bureau estimates, first analyzed 
by Beale (1975), shewed nonrretropolitan counties growing faster than rretropolitan 
counties. This represented a reversal from the trends of previous decades. 
The initial reaction to this analysis was that this was probably " ... just 
an increased rate of sprawl out of rretropolitan areas into adjacent nonrretropol-
itan territories." (Beale, 1976:954) There was evidence that several rretropoli-
an areas had been experiencing considerable decentralization of population beyond 
the suburbs and into the rural-urban fringe. Countering this explanation, how-
ever, was the observation of grcwth in previous no-growth areas such as the 
Ozarks, Northern New England, the Upper Great lakes, portions of the Appalachian 
and Blue Ridqe ~untain regions and areas in the Rocky .M:>untain West. (Beale 
1976:956) 
Table 1 
Population Change and Net Migration by 
Metropolitan Status, United States, 1970-75 
Percentage Change Net Migration 
1970-75 1960-70 1970-75 1960-70 
. Total U.S. 
~~tropolitan Counties 
Nonrretropolitan Counties 
Adjacent Counties 
Nonadjacent Counties 
Entirely Rural Counties 
Source: Beale 1977 
4.8 
4.1 
6.6 
7.3 
5.9 
7.0 
13.4 1.2 1. 7 
17.0 .4 4.7 
4.4 3.4 -5.7 
7.3 4.1 -2.7 
1.4 2.7 -8.7 
-4.2 4.9 -12.2 
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Further analysis of available data by Beale refuted the "decentralization" 
explanation as the sole reason for the increased nonmetroJ:X>litan grCMt:h. Table 
1 shavs nonmetroJ:X>litan counties with a higher grCMt:h rate and a substantial 
edge in net migration during the 1970's, which is a reversal fran the 1960's. 
The further breakdown of nonmetroJ:X>litan counties into those adjacent to metro-
p::>litan areas versus those farther rerroved illustrates the expanded nature of 
the current rural grCMt:h. While the adjacent counties have grown as much in the 
first five years of the 1970's as they did in the total decade of the sixties, 
the nonadjacent counties, in relative tenns, have experienced a much greater 
change. Further, separating out the entirely rural counties (those with no 
village or town of 2,500 J:X>pulation or rrore) provides rrore evidence of the 
current rural turnaround. These rural counties, which lost J:X>pulation at the 
rate of 4.2 percent in the 1960's,have grown by 7.0 percent so far in this 
~ decade. The net migration figures solidify this trend. 
' 
One bit of additional evidence was provided by Beale (1977) when he cross-
classified nonmetroJ:X>litan counties by growth rates and J:X>pulation density. 
The greatest percentage increase was found in counties with the least density 
(under 10 people per square mile). These same counties lost population in the 
1960's. 
Recent Trerrls in Ohio 
Analysis of data for Ohio, carparable to Beale's national data, shows sirni-
lar trends. Table 2 shows Ohio's nonmetroJ:X>li tan counties growing much rrore 
rapidly than metroJ:X>litan counties and having turned fran outmigration in the 
1960's to inrnigration in the 1970's. The states entirely rural counties show 
this same trend in an even rrore extrema manner.!/ 
YFor a rrore carplete analysis of J:X>pulation change and net migration of Ohio 
counties by size and location, see Thanas (1977). 
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Table 2 
Population Change and Net Migration by 
~tropolitan Status, Ohio, 1970-1975 
State Total 
~-Etropolitan Counties 
Nonmetropolitan Counties 
Entirely Rural 
Source: Thomas 1977 
Percent 
Population Change 
1970-75 1960-70 
1.0 
0.1 
4.4 
12.2 
9.8 
11.0 
5.1 
-5.2 
Percent 
Net Migration 
1970-75 1960-70 
-2.6 
-3.5 
0.8 
10.0 
-1.3 
-0.6 
-4.2 
-10.2 
Specifically, 15 Ohio counties have evidenced a population turnaround in 
the 1970's. All of these counties are located in southern and eastern Ohio in 
what is ccmronly referred to as the Appalachian region of the state (Thornas, 
1976). Five of these counties had previously been designated by the College of 
Agriculture at Ohio State University as an area of extensive research and exten-
sion programs under Title V of the Rural Developrrent Act of 1972. This program 
was given the title, "Generating Rural Ohio Wealth", with the acronym GRav. The 
GID<l area consists of Athens, Gallia, M=igs, Jackson and Vinton counties. The 
present study of population change in the GID<l area was undertaken as a part of 
the above program. 
Related Literature 
The rural turnaround phenanenon is of recent enough origin that little in 
the way of research into the who and why of it has been completed. 
One might be tempted to look to a number of residential preference studies 
for a possible explanation. These surveys, going back to the 1940's, have consis-
tently shown that a majority of people prefer to live in small town or rural 
areas*. H~ver, in recent years, the early findings have been attenuated by 
*For a canparison of these early studies, see Fuguitt and Zuiches (1975). 
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~ research which has placed conditions on questions involving residential prefer-
ences. Fuguitt and Zuiches (1975) reported that about 75 percent of their 
national sample preferred living in places of less than 50,000 population. 
However, this preference drops to nineteen percent when the condition is added 
that these residences would be rrore than 30 miles fran a large city. The others 
preferred living closer to a plac~ of at least 50,000 population. Likewise, 
Carpenter (1977) found 52 percent of his Arizona sample preferring places under 
50,000, but this perc~tage declined when a distance condition was added. In 
addition, Carpenter imposed a condition of 10 percent loss of incane for living 
outside a larger city, which further reduced the percentage of those desiring to 
live there. 
Thus, it 'YK>uld appear that the residential preference notion is not as im-
portant as was earlier expected. However, the matter of relative size of the 
populations involved must be kept in mind. It only takes a small percentage of 
those living in urban areas, if they were to rrove, to bring about a turnaround 
in the lesser populated rural areas. For example, Vinton County, which is in 
the current study area, has a population of approximately 10, 000. An inrnigration 
of 600 people 'YK>uld give Vinton County a six percent migration rate. That sarre 
number of people would make up a very small percentage of a rretropolitan area. 
Wardwell (1977) suggests that other factors may be involved in the recent 
population shifts. One possibility is that pa.st rural to urban migration has 
created a disequilibritnn so that population concentration in urban areas is 
nearing its limit. The rural turnaround would be a reaction to this concentra-
tion towards restoring equilibritnn. 
In sun, very little is known about current population trends. The present 
study is intended to be explanatory in nature and as such will provide infonna-
tion which rrore in depth research can build on. 
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Objectives of the Study 
The present study has four major objectives. 
1. To detennine the s~io-econanic characteristics of the recent migrants 
to the GRa\T area. 
Characteristics of the migrants, such as age, ffi3.rital status, 
~cupation, education and income will go far in assessing possible 
implications of recent growth for the l~al carmunities involved. 
2. To detemine the origin of migrants to the GROW area. 
Detennination of whether the new residents Can'e from rural or 
urban, fann or nonfa:rm, metropolitan or noruretropolitan areas will 
help in understanding the nature of the current ~igration trends. 
It will also give clues to the extent of si..rnilarities or differences 
which might exist between natives and newcomers. 
3. To detennine the reasons 'Why the migrants are rroving to the G.Ra\T area. 
Understanding the rrotivations which prorrpted the migrants to 
leave their original area and settle in the study area is essential 
to understanding recent population trends and in determining if the 
trends will be of long or short term duration. 
4. To assess the implications of migration for the area and l~al camrunities. 
Such important areas as housing, schools, and governrrental services 
could be affected by substantial grCMth. In addition, the arrival of 
newcarers could signal approaching conflict if the new residents hold 
significantly different values and attitudes from the native population. 
All four objectives are discussed in this report. However, objective 4 above 
will be amplified in a later paper. The present paper reports on a survey of 
migrants. An additional survey was made of comnuni ty leaders with attention to ~ 
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~ their assessrrent of the .implications of recent growth. A report on that survey 
will be made at a later date. 
' 
The Study Area 
The five county area which serves as the locale of the current study is 
located in the unglaciated area of southern Ohio. The area is primarily rural, 
with the city of Athens being the only place over 10,000 in population. With 
the exception of Athens County, the area generally experienced either slow growth 
or population decline between 1940 and 1970. Table 2a shows that all five coun-
ties experienced outmigration in the 1950's and all but Athens County lost popu-
lation through outmigration in the 1960's. 
County 
Athens 
Gallia 
Jackson 
r·~igs 
Vinton 
Table 2a 
Net Migration Rate, Five Counties, 
1950-60, 1960-70, and 1970-75 
Percent Net Migration 
1970-75 1960-70 
-10.1 10.5 
9.0 -8.5 
3.8 -12.8 
6.5 -13.2 
6.2 -14.3 
1950-60 
-6.3 
-5.4 
-6.6 
-11.6 
-15.4 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1976), USDA (1975) and USDA (1965). 
In the turnaround pericd of 1970 to 1975, all counties but Athens have ex-
perienced net inmigration. 
A note is in order regarding Athens County. This county is a special case, 
due to its being the location of Ohio University. The county totals strongly 
reflect changes in enrollnent at the University. During the 1960's, Ohio University 
was rapidly gaining enrollrrent, giving Athens County a high inmigration rate. 
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The early 1970's was a period of decliningenroll.rrent and outmigration. It ~ 
was originally thought that Athens County should be excluded from the study. 
However, it was felt that the decline in Athens city might be ma.sking a rural 
turnaround in the rest of the county. Subsequent population estima.tes from the 
Census Bureau shov~d this to be the case and Athens was included in the survey. 
Table 2b presents a series of profile statistics for the five counties. 
State averages are also included for comparison. 
Table 2b 
Profile Statistics for GR:W Counties, 1970 
Count 
Athens Gallia Jackson Meigs Vinton Ohio 
Percent Urban 51.2 29.7 45.1 27.6 0 75.3 
M:rlian Age 23.0 30.4 30.6 31.9 29.2 27.7 
Percent Under 
a 18 Years 25.2 32.0 35.1 34.0 35.9 35.1 
Percent 65 
Years 9.1 11.4 13.0 13.8 12.5 9.4 
M:rlian n1ucation 12.2 10.0 10.5 10.5 10.l 12.1 
~ian Incorre $7,628 $6,915 $6,635 $6,485 $6,334 $10,313 
Percent Under 
Poverty level 13.1 19.l 20.5 22.1 19.9 7.6 
Percent Nonwhite 3.1 4.5 0.8 1. 3 0.3 9.4 
Percent Employed 
in Manufacturing 13.2 15.0 30.8 18.2 29.7 35.6 
Percent Employed 
in White-Collar 
Occupations 49.0 37.3 36.7 34.9 28.7 45.4 
Percent Unemployed 5.9 6.0 7.6 7.5 8.3 4.0 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Series PC(l)-B37 and PC(l)-C37 
In 1970, all counties were considerably belCM the state average in urbani-
zation, ranging from Vinton County with no urban places to Athens County at a 
about fifty percent urban. The average age of the population in the five counties 
; ' 
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was older than the state average, with the exception of Athens. Since the pro-
portion of the population under 18 years was not far fran the state average 
for rrost of the counties, it suggests that a substantial part of past outmigra-
tion has been fran the young adult population, possibly migrating after high 
school graduation. The aged have probably not been leaving the area due to the 
relatively higher proportions over 65 years of age. 
The average educational level was one-and-a-half to bl.O years belCM the 
average, again with the exception of Athens County. Median incorre was well 
below the state average and up to three tines the state nm:m were under the 
Census Bureau poverty level. The area is predaninantly white. 
Variation is found in employment in the five counties. Jackson and Vinton 
Counties were slightly under the average in manufacturing employment, with the 
other three counties well below. All but Athens had less white collar employment 
e than average. All counties had a higher unemployment rate than the state, with 
Vinton County rrore than double the average. 
Methodology 
The major rrethodological problem to be addressed in this study was the ob-
taining of a sarrple of recent migrants to the study area. Several sources were 
considered, but rejected because of a lack of reliability or of the PJSSibility 
of obtaining a biased sarrple. These included the use of official records such 
as utilities, property transfers, and school enroll.m=nts. A first attempt at 
building a list of migrants was to contact township trustees in one of the study 
counties. It was felt that these local officials might have knowledge of residen-
tial change in their area. Such was not the case, however. Only a small percentage 
of trustees were knowledgeable enough to be of assistance. 
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'lbe second attempt was rrore fruitful. 'Ibis involved contacting local post-
masters and rural mail carriers. One of the largest post offices in the area 
was used as a test, and proved to be successful. Permission was received fran 
the two Sectional Centers serving the area to contact local post of fices and 
obtain the names and addresses of recent migrants. A letter fran the Sectional 
Postmasters was sent to each local office asking their cooperation. Subsequently, 
either the investigator or his Graduate Assistant visited each of the 63 post 
offices in the five county area. At each location, the purpose of the study 
was explained and fonns were left for each postmaster and rural mail carrier 
on which they could list new residents. Post offices not responding within tv.v 
weeks were sent a reminder. Only two of the 63 post offices refused to cooperate. 
The cooperators were asked to list all residents on their routes who had 
rroved into the area in 1970 or later, and who they believed to be perrranent resi-
dents. This procedure resulted in a list of approximately 3500 narres fran the a 
study area. 
It was necessary, due to limitations imposed by the three post offices, to 
limit the study to small towns, villages and rural open country. The incorpor-
ated area of the three largest cities in the area were excluded. This included 
the cities of Athens, Gallipolis and Jackson. Evidence fran CUrrent Population 
Reports (1976) indicates that this exclusion will have a minimum affect on the 
results of the research. 
Table 3 showrs that none of the three cities participated in the rural turn-
around to any significant extent. In fact, both Athens and Gallipolis lost :f:X)pu-
lation between 1970 and 1975. Jackson grew by only 2.9 percent during the sarre 
period. In contrast, the rural areas of Athens, Jackson and Gallia counties all 
grew in the five year period. 
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Table 3 
Carparison of County and City Population Change 
for Athens, Jackson and Gallia Counties, 1970-1975 
Area 
Athens County 
Athens City 
Balance of County 
Jackson County 
Jackson City 
Balance of County 
Gallia County 
Collipolis City 
Balance of County 
Percent Population Change 
1970-1975 
-7.5 
-18.3 
+0.8 
+7.2 
+2.9 
+8.9 
+9.7 
-5.2 
+16.0 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1977) 
The Sample 
Every third narre of the new residents list was selected for inclusion in the 
sanple. This resulted in a total of 1,134 narres, each of which received a mailed 
questionnaire, starrped return envelope and cover letter explaining the nature of 
the research. The questionnaire had previously been critiqued by colleagues and 
submitted to a pre-test by a sample fran the migrants list. 
The original list of narres was in approximate proportion to the population 
size of each of the five counties in the study area. Thus, no attempt was made 
to weight the sample. In addition, it is the intent of the study to focus on the 
area as a five county region and not to specify county results unless the findings 
show unusual differentials. 
Response 
Three weeks after the original mailing, a follow-up postcard was sent to non-
respondents. One rconth later, an attempt was made to phone a sanple of nonrespon-
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dents. Using a statewide telephone system, 234 phone calls were made. These 
calls, plus infonnation on sare of the previously returned questionnaires, 
revealed a condition that had not been expected, at least not in the magnitude 
that existed. This was the fact that rrany of those receiving questionnaires 
were not migrants in the sense used in the study. The guidelines used in this 
research considered people to be migrant if they had rroved f ran anywhere outside 
the five county study area to anywhere within the five counties. .Many of those 
on the new resident lists obtained from the post off ices were people who had 
rroved within the same county or within the five county region. Many of those 
contacted by telephone indicated that since the questions were ained at rrovers 
from outside the area, they did not return the fonn. 
Thus, a response rate may be calculated in several different ways. Of the 
original sarcple, 303 questionnaires were returned, a response of 26.7 percent. 
However, 81 of these were from rrovers within the region and not migrants from ~ 
outside, resulting in 222 migrants giving a response rate of 19.6 percent. 
Making additional assurrptions, hCMever, a rrore realistic rate of response 
ITE.Y be obtained. Of the 234 telephone calls made, 135 or 57. 7 percent were 
nonmigrants. If the assurrption is made that this is representative of the entire 
residents list, then only 57.7 percent of those who received questionnaires were 
actually eligible for the study. Then only 488 of the original sarcple were 
migrants (57.7 percent of 1,134). The return of 222 questionnaires then repre-
sents a 45.5 percent return rate. Since the telephone calls were made at random 
in all five counties, the above assurrption would appear to be reasonable. 
In addition, scm= infonnation was collected from the 99 migrants who were 
telephoned and had not returned questionnaires. A corrparison of the telephone 
respond.ents with those returning questionnaires reveals a minimum of difference. 
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Findings 
'!he results of the current study are presented according to the objective 
that they pertain to. 
I. Characteristics of the Migrants 
Sex and Marital Status: 
Questionnaires were mailed to households and many of the questions 
refer to both husband and wife and the family. Thus, the sex variable needs 
to be viewed in combination with marital status. 
Tables 4 and 5 show that over 85 percent of the respondents were 
male, but generally represented families, with 86 percent of the sample 
being married. Only 8 percent were single. 
Age: 
The median age of the migrants was 33.5 years, with nearly 44 percent 
in the 25 to 34 year category. About six percent were over 65 years, with 
nearly 17 percent ewer 55 years. Thus, the migrants are overwhelmingly 
grouped in the younger work force ages (Table 6). 
Place of Birth: 
Both state and county of birth were obtained fran the migrants. 
About 3 out of every 5 were born in Ohio. Of those born in other states, 
nearly half were born in West Virginia. The second rrost frequent state 
was Kentucky, which accounted for about 11 percent (Table 7). 
Table 8 shows that about 3 out of every 8 migrants born in Ohio were 
born within the study area. An additional 15 percent were born in counties 
adjacent to the study area. Thus, over half of the migrants' place of birth 
was in these two categories. For the remaining migrants, only two counties 
C,. were in evidence with an appreciable percentage; Franklin County (15.6%) and 
Cuyahoga County ( 5. 2%) . 
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A different categorization is presented in Table 9, which reveals t..1-iat 
the greatest percentage of migrants were born in the core count;_; of an 
SMSA, followed in order by the study area counties. 
Employment: 
Two-thirds of the migrants are employed full-tirre (Table 10). The 
second rrost prevalent category consists of retired persons (13.1%). Only 
five percent reported being unemployed. Only 15 percent of the respondents 
hold second jobs (Table 11) . 
Mxe of the spouses in the study were in the hanemaker group than any 
of the other employment categories (46.2%). This ccmpares with 28.4 percent 
employed full-tirre, with an additional 11.1 percent \'.Drking part-time. Only 
7.4 percent of the spouses considered themselves unemployed (Table 12). 
Occupation: 
As categorized in Table 13, the migrants to the study area are employed a 
in a variety of occupation types. The major group is employed in skilled 
blue collar occupations (27. 4%). Semi and unskilled workers make up alrrost 
20 percent, followed by white collar and professional \'.Drkers (17.2% and 16.7%, 
respectively) . 
Detailed occupations were also obtained fran the respondents. In Table 
14, the rrejor specific occupational types are listed. The major professional 
occupations were educational and professional engineers and scientists. How-
ever, the category also includes doctors, dentists, lawyers and ministers. 
Ystandard Metropolitan Statistical Areas are made up of counties with a 
central city of at least 50,000 people. The county which contains the 
central city is called the core county. The metropolitan counties which 
surround a core county are called ring counties. These ring counties are 
considered to be economically tied to the core county, but do not contain 
central cities. For example, Franklin County is a core county of the 
Columbus SMSA, and Delaware, Madison, Pickaway and Fairfield counties are ~ 
ring counties. 
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Managers and buyers and civil service employees make up the major white collar 
occupations which also includes clerical workers and health paraprofessionals. 
The major blue collar skilled occupations are construction and mainten-
ance w::>rkers and operators, which includes such occupations as machine and 
press operators. The semi- and unskilled occupations are general labor and 
construction and maintenance labor. General coal miners are also included 
in this category. 
Fann Activity: 
Very few respondents indicated farming as an occupation. However, 
specific questions were asked in the study regarding farm activity. Fran 
Table 15, one of six respondents indicated ownership of a farm. The size of 
the farms ranged fran 13 acres to 220 acres. Fran Table 16, over one-third 
of the fanns are between 50 and 100 acres, with 27 percent between 100 and 
150 acres. The median size of farm is 80 acres. 
When asked specifically about work on fanns, less than ten percent of 
those indicating farm activity farm full-time. AJmost two-thirds farm part-
time, with an additional one-fourth working for wages (Table 17). Thus, over 
18 percent of the migrants (41 of 222) indicate sane fann activity. 
Family Size: 
Over 42 percent of the migrant families have no children living at hare, 
with an additional 39 percent having only one or tw::> children living with 
them (Table 18). This is ~at surprising, in light of the fact that the 
predaninant age groups of the respondents are 25 to 44 years. 
In line with age of parents, the ages of the children are predcrninantly 
young. Over one-third are 5 to 9 years, with about one-fifth under 5 years 
and another one-fifth being 10 to 14 years of age (Table 19). 
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Education: 
over three-fourths of the migrants have a high school education or rrore 
(Table 20). Nearly 21 percent have canpleted college, and an additional 
19 percent have some college experience. 
Slightly under three-fourths of spouses have at least corrpleted high 
school, with over 12 percent coopleting college (Table 21). 
The i:redian of 12 years of education is probably a half to one year 
above that of the native population, given the fact that the average in 
the area in 1970 was 10 to 10.5 years. Sane increase would probably have 
taken place since 1970, due to deaths of the older natives. 
Incorre: 
The rredian family incane of the migrants is slightly over $12,000, 
with 27 percent of the fa.-nilies earning between $10,000 and $15,000. Nearly 
17 percent earn less than $5,000, and about the same proportion make over 
$20,000. Thus, the migrants represent a full range of family incane (Table 22). 
The median incorre in the region in 1970 was between $6,500 and $7,000. 
Adjusting for inflation would bring this up to $9,00 to $9,500 by 1975. Thus, 
the migrants appear to be averaging significantly higher inCCll'es than the 
longer tenn residents. 
II. Reasons for ~bving 
A second rrajor question to be answered by this study is, "Why did the migrants 
rrove to southern Ohio?" 'IWo questions were airred specifically at this objec-
tive. The first was an open-ended one, asking respondents why they and their 
families had rroved to the study area. The second question asked for the 
respondents to assess the importance of 14 factors in their decision to rrove. 
' 
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Open-Ended Response: 
Respondents -were askai to specify why they had noved into the stu::ly 
area. Responses were coded into twenty specific categories, with a maximum 
of three responses :i;:ier respondent. In fact, nost respondents gave only 
one reason. About 37 :i;:iercent gave t\\D reasons for noving, and only eight 
:i;:iercent gave three or nore reasons. 
Table 23 shows the major responses to reasons for rroving. The nost 
irrportant single reason given was job opportunity, followed closely by the 
general response of "to live in the country". Because of the relatedness 
of several s:i;:iecific reasons, nore insight into notivation can be gained from 
Table 24, where reasons have been collapsed into nore general categories. 
The first category consists of reasons related either to the area of origin 
or the area of destination (37.2 :i;:iercent). This includes the general res-
ponses of "to get out of the city" and "to live in the country". Responses 
specific to the area are also included, which contain reasons such as cost 
of living, the lack of pollution, a place to raise children, etc. 
The second nost prevalent category contains 23 :i;:iercent of the responses 
which revolve around the idea of "corning back hare". Included here are 
reasons such as marriage and to be near relatives. 
Job related reasons, including job opportunities and job transfer, also 
account for about 23 :i;:iercent of the reasons given. Retirement was the only 
other category to receive significant response, at 6.3 percent. 
Response to Specific Reasons: 
Respondents, after giving their o:i;:ien-ended responses, were asked to 
rate the irrportance of 14 factors in their decision to nove. They could 
rate these factors as very irrportant, irrportant, not very irrportant, or not 
inportant at all. Table 25 presents the responses of the migrants. The 
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factors of "to live in the country" and "to get out of the city" received ~ 
the nost "very important" responses, followed by "to raise children", free-
dan from pollution, and job transfer. 
In an effort to simplify the results, the responses were arbitrarily 
given weights so that a single score could be canputed for each factor. 
Very important was weighted as 3, important as 2, and not very important 
as 1. Not important at all was weighted as zero. Multiplying the number 
of responses in each category by the appropriate weight, and sumning the 
resulting outcorres gives a total weighted score for each factor. These 
scores are shown in Table 26. 
It is quite obvious that factors related to the area are nost important. 
"To live in the country" and "to get out of the city" rank first and second 
by a wide margin. The next four factors are all specifics related to the 
area in question. These are freedom from pollution, a place to raise child- ~ 
ren, lower crime rates, and lower cost of living. Job transfers, job oppor-
tunities, recreational facilities and educational facilities all ranked very 
closely in total weights. 
It may seem sarewhat surprising that job related reasons do not rank 
any higher than they do. There are a number of possible reasons for this 
finding. One is that only about ~-thirds of the migrants are employed 
full-tine. Another is that while jobs are important, their importance in 
the decision-making process is overshadowed by the other factors. 
Job Change: 
Respondents were asked specifically about job changes associated with 
their nove to southern Ohio. From Table 27, 62 percent of the migrants 
changed jobs when they noved. Table 28 shows that ITDre of those responding 
got their job after the nove (40.8%) than those who had the jobs before the 
-18-
rove or who already had a job {29.8 percent and 29.3 _percent respectively). 
Reasons for r.t:>ving by Area ~ved Fran: 
Further insight into the reasons for roving can be obtained by cross-
classifying the reasons for roving by the type of area where the respondents 
had originated. This will answer the question as to whether those who roved 
fran cities had different reasons for roving than those who roved from rural 
areas. 
The procedure used to test this idea was to break the sample into cate-
gories of area of origin such as fann, village, city, etc., and then conpute 
weighted scores according to the importance placed on each reason by the 
migrants in the specific category. Dividing the total weighted score by 
the number of migrants in each category will give a score with a range of 
0 to 3. 00. The higher the score, the rore importance placed on that reason 
for roving by the migrants. 
Table 26a presents the weighted scores for the seven residence cate-
gories on each of 12 reasons for roving. The general reasons of "to live 
in the country" and "to get out of the city" ranked as either the first or 
second rost important reasons for all groups, except those roving fran the 
fann. They, logically, did not rate getting out of the city as high as 
other factors. In general, the larger city and metropolitan rrovers rated 
these general reasons higher than other residence groups. Freedom fran 
t:0llution, and a place to raise children generally ranked as the third or 
fourth rrost :iltJt:ortant reasons for all groups, with feH exceptions. Migrants 
fran fanns ranked "a place to raise children" as their rost irnportant rea-
son. Crime rates were ranked about in the middle, except for large city 
and metropolitan migrants, who ranked crime as the third and fourth rost 
important reason, respectively. 
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Job opportunities and job transfer were not rated as irrp:)rtant, except ·~ 
by farm and village rrovers. 
III. Origin of the Migrants 
One of the major goals of the study was to detennine where the migrants had 
rroved frcm. Several different questions were asked in this section of the 
questionnaire. The major inforrration cones fran a residence history. Res-
,EX)ndents v.iere asked to list previous residences by state, city and county 
and dates of residence. In addition, infonnation was obtained on the type 
of area the migrants had rroved frcm and where they had spent their youth. 
Early Years of Migrants: 
Respondents were asked to identify the type of area where they had 
spent their first 15 years. Fran Table 29, it is evident that there is a 
wide variety of residences arrong migrants in their early years. The dcminant 
category is fa:rm residence, represented by slightly rrore than a quarter of 
the migrants. Open country, village and small city rearing v.iere represented 
by 15 to 16 percent each. Ten percent of the migrants had been raised in 
rretro,EX)litan areas. 
Area of Origin: 
Fram the migration history obtained frcm migrants, it is possible to 
depict the area of origin in several ways. It is possible to detennine 
state and county of origin, as v.iell as rretro,EX)litan-nonrretropolitan origin. 
About 58 percent of the migrants carre frcm within the state of Ohio. 
Of the out-of-staters, rrore migrants originated in West Virginia than in 
any other state (11. 8 percent). The remainder of the migrants carre fran 
widely diverse areas, including alrrost five percent from abroad. These are 
rrnstly individuals returning hane fra:n military service. 
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Table 31 shc:Ms the major counties of origin in the migrants. Counties 
adjacent to the study area (Hocking, Perry, M:>rgan, Washington, Lawrence, 
Scioto, Pike and Ross Counties) accounted for about 20 percent of the in-
state migrants. Franklin County accounted for over one-third of Ohio 
migrants, with other individual counties making up substantially less of 
the areas of origin. 
In Table 32, the origin counties have been coded according to rretro:EXJl-
itan status. Besides the 43 percent who moved fran out of state, well over 
half of the Ohio migrants carre fran the core counties of rretro:EXJlitan areas. 
An additional one-fifth of the in-state migrants originated in rretro:EXJlitan 
ring counties, with about 23 percent coming fran nonrretro:EXJlitan'counties. 
Of interest here is the question of whether the migrants are return 
migrants who have lived previously in the area or if they are new to the 
area. Table 33 shows that alnost two-thirds of the migrants were not born 
in the study area, nor had they lived there previously. About 1 out of 8 
res:EXJnd.ents had been born in the region, but moved away. An additional 
16 percent had lived previously in the region, and. 9 percent had been born 
in the area, moved away, and then had moved back at least once prior to the 
current move. 
Date of ~bve: 
Migrants could have moved into the GR.av area anytirre between 1970 and. 
the tine of the survey. Fran Table 34, it is evident that the migration has 
been spread over the period. 1974 and 1975 are the daninant years, with 
22 percent and 19 percent, respectively. 
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IV. Miscellaneous Dimensions of Migration 
Several other dirrensions of the rural turnaround can be examined 
through the current study. 
Area of Residence: 
Of interest is the type of area which the migrants are rroving into in 
the region. The daninant type for the migrants to the GRG'! area is the open 
country with 43 percent of the residences. This is followed by village 
and farm residences at 26 percent and 20 percent respectively (Table 35). 
Although residents of the three largest cities in the region were excluded 
from the study, still very few of the migrants are rroving into the other 
cities or towns. 
Housing: 
What kinds of housing do the migrants obtain in the GRCW area? From 
Table 36, 58 percent have bought or are buying a hare. CMnership of a 
IIDbile horrE is second at 19 percent, with an additional 2 percent renting 
rrobile hanes. Thirteen percent are renting houses. 
Respondents were asked whether they had trouble finding a place to 
live when they rroved into the region. Less than one-fourth indicated 
encountering any problems (Table 37). 
Those residents who had problems were asked what kinds of housing 
trouble they encountered. Equal numbers reported a lack of available 
housing to buy or to rent at 37 percent each (Table 38). 
IDcation of Ehlployrrent: 
Do the migrants work in the region or outside it? From Table 39, it 
is evident that alrrost three-fourths of those errployed "WOrk in one of the 
five study counties. Athens County is the work hare of rrore of the migrants a 
c 
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than any of the other counties. Nearly 10 percent work out of state, with 
rrost of those qoing to West Virginia. 
Table 40 re:[X)rts on distance to v.ork. over 38 percent work less than 
10 miles fran their residence, with an additional 31 percent working 10 to 
19 miles away. Approximately 18 percent go rrore than 30 miles to their 
employment. 
v. Implications 
~-bst of the implications of the rural turnaround will need to be implied 
from the characteristics of the migrants and their reasons for rroving, or 
from the survey of ccmuunity leaders. However, tv.o pieces of evidence ob-
tained from the migrants are directly relevant here. A question was asked 
on plans to stay in the area and migrants were asked to canpare their current 
and previous residences on 12 carrnunity factors. 
Plans to Stay: 
tbre than 4 out of 5 migrants plan to stay in southern Ohio five years 
or rrore. Only six percent plan to rrove within tv.o years (Table 41). 
Comparison of Cornnunity Factors: 
Migrants were asked to rate 12 comnunity factors as better, the same, 
or worse than in their previous residence. Table 42 shows only ThD areas 
where their current residence is substantially better. These are: as a 
place to raise children and :[X)llution, both seen as better by about tv.o-
thirds of the migrants. Al.nost equal numbers placed recreational facilities 
in the three categories of better, the same, and worse. The cost of living 
was seen as better by a small rrargin over those who saw it as v.orse ( 31 per-
cent to 24 percent). 
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On the other side, amost tw:rthirds of the migrants thought that both 
job opportunities and shopping facilities were worse than in their forrrer 
cx:mnunities. Over one-half said medical services ~e worse. Housing, 
education and solid waste pick-up were seen as VvDrse by about 40 percent 
of the migrants. 
Ccrnparison of Comnunity Factors by Area tvbved Fran: 
Cbes the canparison of current and previous conrnunities differ for 
migrants rroving from larger cities than for other migrants? Insight on 
this can be gained from a cross classification of migrants by area of origin 
and their assessment of canmunity factors. 
Table 43 sho.vs percentages of respondents in each residence category 
who see their current residence as better than their previous one on each 
factor. Only tv.D factors sho.v a :rrajority of migrants as better satisfied 
than previously. Migrants from all residence categories view their current ~ 
residence as a better place to raise children. Large city and rretropolitan 
rrovers were particularly prone to see this factor as better. 
All categories except rrovers from farms had a :rrajority of respondents 
viewing the pollution situation as better in their current residence. 
Cost of living tended to be viewed as better by the larger urban 
migrants than those fran rural areas. Farm and village migrants tended 
to rate medical facilities better than urban rrovers. 
The obverse of the above data is presented in Table 44, where percent-
ages of migrants rating corrmunity factors as worse are cross-classified by 
area of origin. 
Job opportunities, shopping facilities, and medical facilities were 
generally rated as VX)rse by rrost groups. Only in the farm and village rrover 
categories did less than half of the respondents rate job opportunities as 
' 
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~rse. Alnost three-fourths of the migrants frcm large cities, netrop:>l-
ita.n areas and the open country viewed this factor as ~rse than in their 
previous camrunities. Similar findings were obtained on the shopping 
facilities factor. A majority of rrovers frcm towns and larger areas also 
rated rredical services as worse. 
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Sunnary and Conclusion 
The overall goal of this research project has been to develop an under-
standing of the rural turnaround through a descriptive study of recent migrants 
to a five county area of southern Ohio. An effort was made to determine who was 
migrating in scx::io-eocnomic and darographic tenns, 'Why they had rroved, and where 
they had rroved from. Following is a sumnary of the major firrlings of the 
research: 
1. Migrants represent a full range of ages, but are heaviest in 
the 25-34 age group and represent a younger age structure than 
the natives. 
2. About 2 out of 5 migrants were born outside Ohio, with half of 
those being born in West Virginia. Of those born in Ohio, 
about half were born in the study area counties or adjacent 
counties. 
3. 'IWo-thirds of the new residents are employed full-time. 
Thirteen percent are retired. A full range of occupations is 
represented, with a quarter employed in skilled blue collar 
jobs. Seventeen percent hold professional positions. 
4. Less than ten percent of the rrovers fann full time, but 17 
percent own a farm. 
5. The average educational level of migrants is higher than 
the native population. Three of four wigrants are high 
school graduates, and one in five has a college degree. 
6. The new residents represent a wide spread in family incares 
with a median of slightly over $12,000. Equal proportions 
earn under $5,00 and over $20,000 (17%). 
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7. The rrost prevalent reasons given for rroving centered around the 
attractiveness of the country or the detractions of the city. 
other praninent responses include returning hare and job related 
reasons. 
8. One of every four migrants had been reared on a fann, with one 
in ten raised in a metropolitan area. 
9. About two of five migrants rroved into the study area from outside 
Ohio, with West Virginia being the rrost prominent state of origin. 
Of the in-state migrants, 20 :i:ercent ITDved from counties adjacent 
to the study area, and over three-fourths came fran metropolitan 
areas. One in three in-state migrants rroved from Franklin County. 
10. Forty-three percent of the new residents rroved into the open country 
areas of the study counties. Other prcrninent locations were villages 
~ and fann residences. 
c 
11. Nearly three of five novers own or are buying a home. About 20 per-
cent own rrobile homes. One quarter of the migrants reported having 
trouble finding a place to live when they moved. 
12. Three-fourths of the respondents are employed in the study area, 
with about 70 :i:ercent driving less than 20 miles to work. 
13. A comparison of current and previous residences on several cannunity 
factors sh~d migrants to rate their new carmunities as W)rse on 
rrore factors than they rated as better. The study area was rated 
as better relative to pollution and as a place to raise children. 
Job opportunities, shopping facilities and medical services -were 
rated as v.Drse by a majority of the rrovers. Still, over 80 percent 
of the wigrants plan to stay in the study area five years or nore. 
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Conclusion 
It is clear that the recent migrants to the five study counties do not 
represent any single identifiable socio-economic group. A full range of ages, 
education, inccmes and occupations are represented arrong the new residents. 
On average, however, the newcomers represent a higher socio-economic level than 
the native :p:>pulation. 
Likewise, :rrotivation for rroving varies widely, but exhibits sane identi-
fiable tendencies. It might be suggested that the phrase "urban dropouts" 
cot.ild be applied to a large segment of the migrants. These could represent 
that proportion of the urban population, found in residential preference 
surveys, that prefer to live in rural areas or small towns. This could be 
true even when takfug into account the reduction in.those preferring rural 
areas when distance and other factors are taken into account. A number of 
factors could be proposed to explain 'Why these people are now actuating those a 
preferences. If one accepts the proposition that the decision to :rrove involves 
a weighing and balancing of both positive and negative factors at the areas of 
origin and destination, then one might suggest that a shift in the values or 
weights that migrants place on various factors ~uuld lead to a decision to 
change residence. 
For example, the negative factors at the area of origin such as crime, pol-
lution, congestion, etc. might now be seen as :rrore undesirable than in earlier 
years. And/or the positive factors at the area of destination such as open 
space, clean air, and lower cr:ilre rates might now be valued :rrore highly than 
previously. Migrants might also be willing to trade-off certain disadvantages 
of the new area against the disadvantages. For example, lower paying jobs or 
fewer or less desirable canmunity services might be balanced off against the 
advantages of living in the country. This is suggested in the current research 
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e by the finding that migrants rate their new coomunities as worse on several 
camn.mity or service factors than their old residences, yet still plan to stay 
in the area. 
If you couple the above situation with the fact that a substantial propor-
tion of the migrants were able to find errployrrent in the study area, than it 
y.ould suggest that enployrrent was a facilitating factor in the nove. Without 
e:rployrrent, the nove might not have been made, yet migrants did not cite it as 
the major reason for the nove. 
Rounding out the situation is the fact that a significant portion of the 
migrants see the nove as returning home or bringing them nearer to relatives. 
Retireees might also be added to these categories. 
For the local carrnunities, the new growth will probably represent a mixed 
blessing. The migration reverses a previous trend of out-migration, particularly 
of young adults. The new residents represent potential new lifeblood and leader-
ship for local institutions. They likewise represent potential for an inproved 
econany as the tax base grows and demand for local businesses increases. 
On the other hand, there is also the potential for conflict between the 
natives and newcarers. 
Sorenson (1976) suggests that the newcomers may want to limit new growth, 
while the leadership of the comnunity, particularly as represented by the Chamber 
of Ccmrerce, will want to foster developnent. This has been expressed as the 
notion that each migrant wants to be the last new resident to an area. 
However, there is another possibility. It could be the migrants who press 
for changes. For example, the migrants might decide that they want services 
equivalent to what existed in the urban areas that they left. This could be in 
the fonn of increased schoJl facilities, water and sewer projects, garbage col-
lection, inproved m:rlical facilities, etc. The resultant tax increases to provide 
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for these services might well be vie~ negatively by the original populace. 
In either case, the new residents would be pitted against one or another 
segments of the carmunity where develoµreit is concerned. Such possibilities 
will need to be recognized by the turnaround caimunities if the effects of 
growth are to minimize. 
c 
Sex 
Male 
Female 
Total 
Marital Status 
Never Married 
Married 
Separated 
Divorced 
Widowed 
Total 
'!able 4 
Sex 
Number 
190 
...E 
222 
'!able 5 
Marital Status 
Number 
18 
191 
2 
7 
4 
222 
Percent 
85.6 
14.4 
100.0 
Percent 
8.1 
86.o 
0.9 
J.2 
1.8 
100.0 
Table 6 
Age ~ 
Age Number Percent 
Under 25 22 9.9 
25-J4 97 4J.7 
Jc;-44 J6 16.2 
45-_54 JO 1Jo5 
55-64 24 10.8 
65+ _J] 5.9 
Total 22 100.0 
~iedian J3.5 
Table 7 
State of Birth 
All Areas Out of State 
Area Number Percent Percent 
Ohio 137 61o7 
West Virginia 4o 18.o 47.1 
Kentucky 9 4.1 10.6 
Other Adjacent 
States 11 5.0 12.9 
Northeast J 1.4 J.5 
North Central 10 4.5 11.8 
South 8 J.6 9.4 
West J 1.4 3.5 
Abroad 1 ~ 1.2 
Total 222 100.0 100.0 
Table 8 
County of Birth 
All Areas 
Area Number Percent 
GROW Area 
Counties 49 22.3 
Counties Adjacent 
to GROW area 20 9.1 
Franklin County 21 9.5 
Cuyahoga County 7 3.2 
Other Ohio Co. J8 17.J 
Out of State 
.J2i.. ~8.6 
Total 220 100.0 
Table 9 
County of Birth by 
Metropolitan Status 
Area Number Percent 
GROW 49 36.3 
Metropolitan Core 51 37.8 
Metropolitan Ring 11 8.1 
Nonmetropolitan 24 17.8 
Total 135 100.0 
Within State 
Percent 
J6.3 
14.8 
15.6 
5.2 
28.1 
100.0 
Table 10 
Employment Status 
EmEloyment Number Percent 
Full time 148 67.0 
Part-time 12 5.4 
Homemaker 8 J.6 
Student 4 1.8 
Retired 29 13.1 
Disabled 9 4.1 
Unemployed, LFW 10 4.5 
Unemployed, NLFW 1 ~ 
Total 22T 100.0 
LFW = Looking for work 
NLFW = Not looking for work 
Table 11 
Second Job Employment 
Second Job Status Number Percent 
Hold a Second Job 34 15.3 
Does not hold a 
Second Job 188 84.7 
Total 222 100.0 
~· 
Table 12 
Employment of Spouse 
EmEloiment Number Percent 
Full-time _54 28.4 
Part-time 21 11.1 
Homemaker 81 42.6 
Student 8 4.2 
Retired 11 5.8 
Disabled 1 0.5 
Unemployed, LFW 2 1.1 
Unemployed, NLFW 12 ~ 
Total 190 100.0 
LFW = Looking for work 
NLFW = Not looking for work 
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Table 1J 
Occupational Category 
OccuEation Number Percent 
Professional J6 16.7 
Managers, Admini-
strators & Owners 13 6.o 
White Collar J7 17.2 
Skilled Blue Collar 59 27.4 
SemiSkilled & Unskilled 42 19.5 
Farm Owners 3 1.~ 
Service Workers 6 2.8 
Disabled 3 1.4 
Unclassified 16 z.4 
Total 215 100.0 
Table 14 
Selected Detailed Occupations 
Occupation 
Ca teg:o:sr Number 
Professional 
Education 16 
Engineers and 
Scientists 9 
White Collar 
Civil Service 13 
Managers & Buyers 14 
Blue Collar - Skill 
Construction and 
Maintenance 28 
Operators 20 
Semi & Unskilled 
General Labor 14 
Construction & 
Maintenance Labor 16 
Coal Miner 15 
Table 15 
Farm Ownership 
Own a Farm 
Does not own a Farm 
Total 
Number 
37 
1.§.2 
222 
Percent 
7.2 
4.1 
5.9 
6.3 
12.6 
9.0 
6.3 
7.2 
6.8 
Percent 
16.7 
83.3 
100.0 
-C 
Table 16 
Farm Size 
Acres Number Percent 
Under 50 9 24.3 
50-99 13 35. :1 
100-149 10 27.0 
150+ 
...2 13.5 
Total 37 100.0 
Range = 1J to 222 acres 
Table 1 '? 
Work on Farms 
=========-=======-=~====:=-=============-Number Percent 
~~~~~~--~~~~~·~~~.---~---
Farm Full-time 
Farm Part-time 
Work for Wages 
Total 
4 
27 
10 
4T 
Table 18 
9.8 
65.9 
24.4 
100.0 
Number of Children at Home 
Children 
None 
1 
2 
J 
4 
5 
Total 
Number 
94 
JS 
46 
29 
11 
...l 
221 
Percent 
42.5 
17.2 
20.8 
13. :1 
5.0 
1.,4 
100.0 
Table 19 
Ages of Children at Home 
~---, 
Age Number Percent 
o-4 60 21.0 
5-9 100 )5.0 
10-14 6) 22.0 
1_5-18 41 14.J 
19+ 22 
...1d 
Total 28b 100.0 
Table 20 
Education of Respondents 
Years 
8 and Under 
9-11 
12 
13-15 
16+ 
Total 
Median = 12 years 
Number 
21 
26 
85 
42 
46 
220 
Percent 
9.5 
11.8 
JB.6 
19.1 
20.9 
100.0 
~ 
., 
c 
Table 21 
Education of Spouses 
Years 
8 .and Under 
9-11 
12 
13-15 
16+ 
Total 
Number 
16 
35 
93 
25 
24 
193 
Median = 12 years 
Table 22 
Family Income 
Income Number 
Percent 
8.J 
18. 1 
48.2 
13.0 
12 0 4 
100.0 
Percent 
--------
Under $J,OOO 
3-1-t, 999 
5-6,999 
7-9,999 
10-14,999 
15-19,999 
20-24,999 
25,000+ 
Total 
Median = 12,069 
20 
16 
13 
35 
58 
J6 
18 
19 
215 
9.3 
7. /J. 
6.o 
16.J 
27o0 
16.7 
8.4 
8.8 
100.0 
Table 23 
Open-ended Response to 
Reasons for Moving 
Number of 
Reason Resvonses 
Job Opportunj ty 52 
Live in the Country 50 
To be near Relatives JS 
To get out of the City ?/ .oo 
Come Back Home 25 
Job Transfer 21 
Retirement 20 
Go to College 15 
Cost of Living 12 
Lack of Pollutjon 12 
To Raise Children 11 
Marriage 7 
Return from Service 7 
To Farm 7 
Other 20 
Total J20 
Table 24 
Reasons for Moving: 
Combined Categories 
Reasons 
Reasons Related to 
the Area y 
a. General 2 I 
b. Specific !:;! ') / 
Come Back Home 21 
Job Related '!/ 
Retirement 
Other 
Total 
Number of 
Responses 
119 
?6 
4J 
74 
73 
20 
_J:t 
J20 
Percent of 
Resp<?~~ 
16.J 
15.6 
10.9 
8.1 
7.8 
6.6 
6.1 
4.7 
J.8 
J.8 
J.4 
2.2 
2.2 
2.?. 
6.1 
----10000 
Percent of 
Responses 
J7.2 
23.8 
1Jo4 
23.1 
22.8 
6oJ 
10.6 
100.0 
~ 
a 
1/rncludes the categories of "to lj ve in the country" and ,, 
"to get out of the city". ._ 
.s/rncludes s1~cifics such as cost of living, environment, etc. 
l/rncludes marriage, to be near relatives, etc. 
~Includes both job opportunities and job transfers 
I 
I j 
l 
l 
l 
c 
Table 2.5 
Response to the Importance of Selected Reasons 
in the Decision to Move 
Number of Responses 
Very Not Very 
Reason Important ImEortant ImEortant 
Lower Cost .of Living 3i; 47 43 
RecreationaJ Facilities 20 50 _54 
Retirement 26 37 J4 
Job Transfer 60 12 1J 
Decreased Crime & 
Vandalism 51 .5) 35 
To Live in Country 108 51 12 
To take over the 
Family Farm 7 8 8 
Better Educational 
Facilities 32 39 )8 
Better Job Oppor-
36 tuni ties 37 30 
Freedorr. from Pollution 70 58 2'.3 
To get out of the City 108 39 17 
To Raise Children 80 36 12 
Not Impor-
tant at All Total 
97 222 
98 222 
125 222 
137 222 
83 222 
51 222 
199 222 
113 222 
119 222 
71 222 
58 222 
94 222 
Table 26 
Weighted Responses to Selected 
Factors in the Decision to Move 
Reason 
Lo~er Cost of Living 
Recreational Facilities 
Retirement 
Job Transfer 
Decreased Crime & Vandalism 
To Live in the Country 
To take over the Famj ly Farm 
Better Educational Facilities 
Better Job Opportunities 
Freedom from Pollution 
To get out of the City 
To Raise Children 
Table 27 
Job Change With Move 
Job Status 
Changed Jobs 
Did not Change Jobs 
Total 
Number 
1)4 
82 
216 
Weighted 
Score 
242 
214 
186 
217 
294 
4 '38 
45 
212 
213 
J49 
419 
324 
Percent 
62.0 
38.0 
100.0 
~-
Table 26a 
Reasons for Moving by Area Moved From, 
Weighted by Importance of the Reason* 
--Area Moved From 
Open 
Reasons Farm 9ountry Vill~e Town Cit~· 
Lower Cost of Living 1.13 1.00 • 70 1.00 1. 1. 9 
Recreational Facilities 1.00 1.00 .74 1.oc .89 
Retirement .88 .69 .74 .76 .83 
Job Transfer 1.50 .92 1. 3.5 .86 .98 
Decreased Crime 1.25 .96 0 78 1.33 1.17 
Live in the Country 1.6J 2.04 1.52 1.81 1. 70 
Take over Family Farm .19 .27 • j 3 .24 .07 
Better Educational Facilities 1.13 .58 .87 1.4) .89 
Better Job Opportunities 1.44 .77 1.22 1.10 1.00 
Freedom from Pollution 1.44 1.15 1.17 1. 71 1.44 
Get out of the City 1.13 1 .)8 1.43 2.00 1. 78 
Raise Children 1.69 1. ?.3 1.}5 10 81 1.?.8 
--------·--·-· 
Large 
City 
.95 
.95 
1.00 
1.16 
1.58 
2.00 
• 37 
1.16 
1.11 
1.53 
2.05 
1.53 
Metro-
Eoli tan 
1.25 
1.08 
.90 
• 71 
1.75 
2.48 
.25 
.94 
.70 
2.00 
2.46 
1.56 
Total 
1.09 
.96 
.M 
.98 
1.32 
1.97 
.20 
.95 
.96 
1 o.57 
1.89 
1.46 
*Weighted scores may range from 0 to 3.00. A score of 0 would indicate that al1 respondents had 
rated a particular reason as "not important at all" for their move. A score of J.OO woulo indicate that 
all respondents had rated that reason as "vecy important" for their move. 
Table 28 
Time of Job Change 
Job Cha!:!f.ie Number Percent 
After Move 78 40.8 
Before Move 57 29.8 
Already Had a Job 22 29.J 
Total 191 10000 
- ~· 
Table 29 
Type of Area Where Migrants Were Reared 
Area Number Percent 
Farm 59 26.7 
Open Country )6 16.3 
Village 
(under 2,500) 34 15.4 
Town 
(2,500-10,000) 16 7.2 
City 
(10,000-50,000) )6 16.3 
Large City 
(50,000-250,000) ·17 7.7 
Metropolitan 
(over 250,000) n 10.4 
Total 221 100.0 
Table JO 
Move into GROW Area by State of Origin 
Out of 
State 
Counties Total Percent Percent 
Ohio 127 57.7 
West Virginia 26 11.8 28.0 
Kentucky 6 2.? 6.5 
Other Adjacent States 13 5.9 14.o 
Northeast 6 2.7 6.5 
North Central 9 4.1 9.? 
South 16 7.J 17.2 
West 7 3.2 7.5 
Abroad 10 ~ 10.8 
Total 220 100.0 100.0 
Table 31 
Move into GROW Area by County of Origin 
In State 
Count;y: Total Percent Percent 
Adjacent Counties 24 11.1 19.5 
Franklin 43 19.8 35.0 
Greene 5 2.J 4 0 1 
Montgomery 8 J.7 6.5 
Muskingum 5 2.J 4.1 
Cuyahoga 4 1.8 J.J 
Other Ohio Counties J4 15.7 27.6 
Out of State 94 4J.J 
Total 217 100.0 100.0 
Table J2 
Move into GROW Area by Metropolitan Status 
In State 
Area Total Percent Percent 
Metropolitan Core 70 J2.J 56.9 
Metropolitan Ring 25 11.5 20.J 
NonMetropoli tan 28 12.9 22.8 
Out of State 94 4J.J 
Total 217 100.0 100.0 
c 
'!able JJ 
Prior Experience in the Study Area 
Prior Experience 
Birth Only 
Prior Residence Only 
Birth and Prior Residence 
No Previous Experience 
Total 
Table J4 
Number 
28 
35 
19 
140 
222 
Date of Move into GROW Area 
Year Total Percent· 
1970 26 12.0 
1971 21 9.7 
1972 19 8.8 
1973 JO 1J.8 
1974 41 18.9 
1975 48 22.1 
1976 E 14.8 
Total 217 100.0 
Percent 
12.6 
1508 
806 
~ 
100.1 
Table 35 
Area of Residence 
Area 
Farm 
Open Country 
Village 
Town 
City 
Total 
Number 
44 
96 
57 
15 
-2. 
221 
Table 36 
Type of Housing 
Housing Number 
Own or Buying Home 129 
Rent Home 29 
Rent Apartment 6 
Own Mobile Home 42 
Rent Mobile Home 5 
Live with Relatives 5 
Other 6 
Total 222 
Percent 
19.9 
4J.4 
25.8 
608 
4.1 
100.0 
Percent 
58.1 
13.1 
2.7 
18.9 
2.J 
2.3 
...:b.1. 
100.0 
. . 
... 
c 
Table :37 
Extent of Housing Trouble 
Upon Moving to Southern Ohio 
'IYEe Number Percent 
Had Housing 
Problems 50 22.5 
No Housing 
Problems 1ll ~ 
Total 222 100.0 
Table JS 
Kinds of Housing Trouble 
Problems Number Percent 
High Prices J 6.1 
Nothing to Buy 18 J6.7 
Nothing to Rent 18 36.7 
Other 10 20.4 
Total 49 100:0 
Table J9 
Location of Major Employment 
County 
GROW Area 
Athens 
Gallia 
Jackson 
Meigs 
V:inton 
Hocking 
Franklin 
Other Ohio Counties 
West Virginia 
Other States 
Total 
Number 
125 
46 
23 
18 
33 
5 
7 
6 
14 
13 
m 
Table 40 
Percent 
74.4 
27.4 
13.7 
10.7 
19.6 
3.0 
4.2 
J.6 
8.3 
7.7 
1.8 
100.0 
Distance to Major Employment 
Miles 
Under 10 
10-19 
20-29 
JO-J9 
40-49 
50-74 
75+ 
Total 
Number 
61 
50 
19 
14 
4 
6 
..2 
159 
Percent 
38.4 
J1.4 
11.9 
8.8 
2.5 
J.8 
1:.l 
100.0 
c 
Table 41 
Plans to Stay in the Area 
Years 
Plan to Stay 
Umer 2 years 
Plan to Stay 
2 to 5 years 
Plan to Stay 5 
or more Years 
Total 
Table 42 
Number 
1J 
27 
.!12 
219 
Percent 
5 .. 9 
12.J 
§.L1 
100.0 
Comparison of Current and Previous 
Residences on Selected Community Factors 
Number Ea:ccen:t 
Factor Better Same Worse Total Better Same 
Adequate Housing 29 88 95 212 13.7 41.5 
Job Opportunities 25 47 138 210 11.9 22.4 
Recreational Facili-
ties 74 65 71 210 35.2 J0.9 
Pollution 1)6 44 31 211 64.5 20.9 
Cost of Living 67 95 51 213 31.5 44.6 
Education-Schools 46 78 82 206 22.J J7.9 
Solid Waste Pickup 29 98 BJ 210 1J.8 46.7 
Place to Raise 
Children 139 46 25 210 66.2 21.9 
Medical Services 31 67 115 213 14.6 J1 .5 
Religious Facilities 35 150 25 210 16.7 71.4 
Welfare Services JO 122 JJ 185 16.2 65.9 
Shopping Facilities 25 50 138 21) 11.7 23.5 
Worse Total 
44.8 100.0 
65.7 100.0 
J3.8 100.0 
14.7 100.0 
2J.9 100.0 
J9.8 100.0 
J9.5 100.0 
11.9 100.0 
54.0 100.0 
11.9 100.0 
17.8 100.0 
64.A 100.0 
Table 43 
Comparison of Community Factors by Area Moved From: 
Percent Rating Factors as Better than in Previous Community 
Area Moved From 
Open Large Metro-
Factor Farm Country Vi11ege Tuwn City City poli tan Total 
Housing -o- 13.0 9.5 14.3 13.5 21.1 16.4 13.7 
Job Opportunities 20.0 13.0 19.0 15.0 9.8 15.B 6.6 11.9 
Recreational Facilities 33.3 39.1 35.0 23.8 34.6 33.3 )9.3 35.2 
Pollution 33.3 56.5 68.4 61.9 59.6 68.4 77.4 64.5 
Cost of Living 20.0 22.7 28.,6 19.0 37.7 36.8 35.5 J1 • .5 
Education - schools 13.3 21.7 30.0 30.0 15.7 22.2 25.4 22.3 
Solid Waste Pick-up 20.0 26.1 35.0 4.8 7o7 -o- 13.1 13.8 
Place to Raise Children 66.? 52.2 60.0 61.9 58.8 77.8 77.4 66.2 
Medical Facilities 33.3 13.0 38.1 9.5 5.7 10.5 13.1 14.6 
ReHgious Facilities 13.3 8.7 19.0 9.5 9.8 15.8 28.J 16.7 
Welfare Services 33.3 9.1 27.8 -o- 16.7 5.6 20.0 16.2 
Shopping Facilities 20.0 13.0 23.8 4.8 9.6 10.5 9.7 11. 7 
Table 44 
Comparison of Community Factors by Area Moved Froms 
Percent Rating Factors as Worse than in Previous Community 
Area Moved From 
Open Large Metro-
Factor Farm Country Vill~e Town Ci ti Ci t;z: 1201i tan Total 
Housing JJ.3 43.5 38.1 42.9 53.8 36.8 45.9 44.8 
Job Opportunities 40.0 73.9 42.9 50.0 68.6 73o7 77.0 65.7 
Recreational Facilities 20.0 26.1 25.0 28.6 44.2 5506 29.5 33.8 
Pollution 26.7 26.1 10.5 19.0 906 21 01 9.7 14.7 
Cost of Living 26.7 18.2 28.6 33.3 20.8 26.3 22.6 23.9 
Education - schools 26.7 47.8 25.0 J5.0 49.0 44.4 37.3 39.8 
Solid Waste Pick-up 26.7 Y+.8 20.0 33.3 J8.5 JJ.3 55.7 39.5 
Place to Raise Children 13.3 8.7 15.0 14.J 13.7 16.7 8.1 1L9 
Medical Services 26.7 43.5 28.6 57.1 62.3 57o9 63.9 .54.0 
Religious Facilities 6.7 13.0 14.J 4.8 11.8 21 01 11.7 11.9 
Welfare Services 8.3 22.7 27.8 17.6 16.7 110 l 18.o 17.8 
Shopping Facilities 4o.o 56.5 47:6 71.4 75.0 57.9 71.0 6408 
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